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According to Michael “aleƌ, faŶtasǇ faŶs haǀe histoƌiĐallǇ ͚ďeeŶ the ŵost ǀisiďle adheƌeŶts of 
iŵagiŶaƌǇ ǁoƌlds,͛ eǀeŶ ǁhile ďeiŶg the ďutt of ŵaŶǇ jokes, ͚as geeks ǁastiŶg theiƌ Ǉouth 
playing Dungeons and Dragons and demeaning their adulthood by parsing sentences written 
iŶ the KliŶgoŶ oƌ Elǀish laŶguage͛ ;ϮϬϭϮ: ϯͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, iŶ the ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ Ŷeǁ ŵedia 
zeitgeist, ͚geek͛ Đultuƌes, Ŷaƌƌatiǀes aŶd geŶƌes haǀe ͚ďlossoŵed fƌoŵ a ŶiĐhe iŶteƌest to 
become one of the most popular and lucrative fields in contemporary entertainment͛ ;ϯ-4). 
Woƌds suĐh as ͚geek,͛ aŶd ͚Ŷeƌd͛ haǀe laƌgelǇ ;though Ŷot ĐoŵpletelǇͿ shifted fƌoŵ the 
pejoƌatiǀe assoĐiatioŶ of the faŶ as a figuƌe of ƌidiĐule, diagŶosed as ͚a psǇĐhologiĐal 
sǇŵptoŵ of a pƌesuŵed soĐial dǇsfuŶĐtioŶ͛ ;JeŶseŶ, ϭϵϵϮ: ϵͿ, toǁaƌds ͚an endearing term 
of affeĐtioŶ͛ ;MĐAƌthuƌ, ϮϬϬϵ: ϲϭͿ. IŶdeed, the ƌise of the seeŵiŶglǇ paƌadoǆiĐal teƌŵ ͚geek 
ĐhiĐ͛ – now recognised and reified by the Oxford English Dictionary – demonstrates that 
ďeiŶg a geek ĐaŶ Ŷoǁ eǀeŶ ďe ĐoŶsideƌed ͚Đool͛. 
Developments in digital technology, especially the Internet, have clearly played a 
role here, as the habits and preferences of minority fan cultures have been brought to the 
attention of wider audiences. Among these audiences, however, are the culture industries 
themselves, with producers increasingly turning their gazes towards geek culture, 
repeatedly raiding the archives in search of nostalgic touchstones to inspire the next 
blockbuster windfall. What this means is that, since the turn of the twenty-first century, 
fictional worldbuilding has also shifted in visibility, moving with fandom from the margins 
and into the mainstream. Seen in this context, it is hardly surprising that superheroes, 
wizards, orcs, dragons, spaceships, time travel and aliens are very much in the ascendancy.  
Typically, academia has responded in turn. We have seen a proliferation of scholarly 
work of fans and fandom in recent years, as well as an enduring fascination with the 
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production and distribution practices involved in the creation of successful fantasy worlds. 
Most famously, in Convergence Culture ;ϮϬϬϲͿ, HeŶƌǇ JeŶkiŶs ĐoŶĐeptualised ͚tƌaŶsŵedia 
stoƌǇtelliŶg͛ as a pƌiŶĐiple of ǁoƌldďuildiŶg iŶ the Ŷeǁ ŵilleŶŶiuŵ – a kind of intensive 
serialisation whereby a narrative unfolds across a range of media platforms rather than 
within a single medium.1 As he explains: 
 
More and more, storytelling has become the art of worldbuilding, as artists 
create compelling environments that cannot be fully explored or exhausted 
within a single work or even a single medium. (116) 
 
The affordances of the new media environment have undoubtedly led to a 
ƌeĐoŶĐeptualizatioŶ of Ŷaƌƌatiǀe aŶd the possiďilities offeƌed ďǇ ͚ŵultiplatfoƌŵ ĐoŶteŶt 
stƌategies͛ ;MuƌƌaǇ, ϮϬϬϱ: ϰϭϲͿ.  
Like most things, however, imaginary worlds are certainly not a new media 
phenomenon. In Building Imaginary Worlds: The History and Theory of Subcreation, Mark 
J.P. Wolf demonstrates that fictional worldbuilding has considerable vintage spanning three 
millennia of human history (2012: 2). From Aeaea, Aeolia and Cyclops Island in the works of 
Hoŵeƌ, aŶd AƌistophaŶes͛ Cloud CuĐkoo LaŶd, to the ĐitǇ of Kallipolis iŶ Plato͛s The Republic 
;ϮϵϬͿ aŶd KiŶg Aƌthuƌ͛s Caŵelot, it ǁould seeŵ that fiĐtioŶal ǁoƌldďuildiŶg is a sine qua non 
of narrative history rather than emanating purely from the new media environment.  
Yet, despite this heritage, worldbuilding has inexplicably been overlooked in 
aĐadeŵia, at least uŶtil faiƌlǇ ƌeĐeŶtlǇ. This ǁould ĐhaŶge ǁith the puďliĐatioŶ of “aleƌ͛s As 
If: The Literary Prehistory of Virtual Reality aŶd Wolf͛s Building Imaginary Worlds, both of 
which provide frameworks for an emergent field of inquiry, of worldbuilding studies. 
Indeed, the genesis of this themed section of Participations can be traced to these landmark 
publications – as illustrated by our title, which draws from both authors. Both books are 
tremendously well researched and provide valuable insights into imaginary worlds. That 
both come from different disciplinary perspectives is also most welcome. But we also 
thought that something was missing – not only from these two sources, but existing studies 
of worldbuilding, transmedia, and fandom more generally. It was these gaps that we had in 
mind when writing our original Call for Papers. We set ourselves three goals that we wanted 
to achieve – academic interventions that the articles collected here begin to address. 
 
Intervention 1: Push worldbuilding studies beyond fantasy and sci-fi 
The mainstreaming of marginal, minority fan cultures may have drawn the attention of the 
culture industries, but this turn has also resulted in a privileging of geek culture in the 
academy. In studies of both fandom and worldbuilding, fantasy and science fiction rule the 
roost. Now, there is nothing inherently wrong with that per se, and as such, we have still 
chosen to include work on these very topics. However, we also wanted to push at the 
concept of the imaginary world in order to broaden the field and its horizons.  
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All stories build worlds. But it would seem that only some worlds, and some stories, 
are deemed valuable enough to warrant our attention; from Lord of the Rings, Star Wars, 
Star Trek, Harry Potter, True Blood, to The Matrix, Halo, World of Warcraft, Doctor Who, The 
Expanse, Battlestar Galactica, and, of course, the panoply of superhero narratives 
reproducing and multiplying across various media. The list goes on. But what about those 
geŶƌes tƌaditioŶallǇ ĐoŶstƌuĐted as ͚feŵiŶiŶe,͛ suĐh as the soap opeƌa, the Đostuŵe dƌaŵa, 
͚ĐlassiĐ͛ liteƌatuƌe aŶd ƌoŵaŶĐe? What aďout Coronation Street, Mad Men, War and Peace 
(recently dramatized by the BBC), Fifty Shades of Grey, Mr. Selfridge, or Grey’s AŶatoŵy?  
IŶ faĐt, giǀeŶ that “Đott MĐCƌaĐkeŶ desĐƌiďes ƌoŵaŶĐe as ͚a faŶtasǇ ǁoƌld ǁheƌe a 
full and complete identity can be imagined͛ ;ϭϵϵϴ: ϳϱͿ, ĐaŶ entire genres be thought of as 
imaginary worlds? This may sound like an impractical suggestion. After all, are genres not 
too diverse and too inconsistent to be able to locate them in shared worlds? Do they not 
emerge from too many sources to be coherent? However, if we follow the lead of Jason 
Mittell ;ϮϬϬϰͿ, aŶd appƌoaĐh geŶƌes as ͚Đultuƌal Đategoƌies͛ ƌatheƌ thaŶ ĐoŵpoŶeŶts of 
texts, it becomes clear that industries, audiences and critics very often do view genre in this 
way. Generic worlds may not cohere spatially or temporally, but particular audiences may 
well place considerable value on narrative, representational and ideological consistencies 
that exist across multiple texts, without ever being reducible to a single one.  
As Brett Mills has poiŶted out, ͚theƌe is teleǀisioŶ that gets ǁatĐhed aŶd theƌe is 
teleǀisioŶ that gets disĐussed: the tǁo do Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ ĐoiŶĐide͛ ;ϮϬϭϬ: ϭͿ. The saŵe ĐaŶ 
be said of imaginary worlds, with popular, complex and intriguing examples existing far 
beǇoŶd aĐadeŵia͛s ĐuƌƌeŶt puƌǀieǁ. It seeŵs to us that the iŶĐƌeased ǀisiďilitǇ of faŶ 
cultures has cast a shadow over the practices, habits and behaviours of other kinds of 
audieŶĐes. Afteƌ all, as “aleƌ poiŶts out, ͚soap opeƌa faŶs aŶd ƌoŵaŶĐe ƌeadeƌs teŶd to be 
less ŶotiĐeaďle […] thaŶ people ǁho ǁeaƌ “poĐk eaƌs oƌ Hoďďit feet͛ ;ϮϬϭϮ: ϯͿ. But a de-
privileging of science fiction and fantasy is not just a question of canon; it can also help us to 
move research forward in another key way, and this brings us to our second intervention. 
 
IŶterǀeŶtioŶ 2: ChalleŶge the distiŶĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ ͚Priŵary͛ aŶd ͚SeĐoŶdary͛ 
worlds 
One of the principle issues we had – and still have – is the ĐoŶĐept of ͚suďĐƌeatioŶ͛ aŶd the 
dichotomy between Primary and Secondary Worlds. As Wolf explains, the concept of 
͚suďĐƌeatioŶ͛ Đoŵes fƌoŵ J.‘.‘. TolkieŶ͛s essaǇ ͚OŶ FaiƌǇ-stoƌies͛ ǁheƌeďǇ ͚the ͚suď͛ pƌefiǆ 
desigŶat[es] a speĐifiĐ kiŶd of ĐƌeatioŶ distiŶĐt fƌoŵ God͛s ex nihilo ĐƌeatioŶ͛ ;ϮϬϭϮ: ϲͿ.2 For 
Wolf, imaginary worlds exist on a continuum between the farthest reaches of 
͚seĐoŶdaƌiŶess͛ – science fiction and fantasy worlds, say – and worlds which are closer to 
the ĐoŶstitutiǀe diŵeŶsioŶs of ͚ƌealitǇ͛ – such as historical drama, or genres and texts 
Đlassed as ͚ƌealistiĐ.͛  IŶ a Ŷutshell, all stories build imaginary worlds, but, following this line 
of thought, some imaginary worlds are more imaginary than others. Wolf͛s eǆaŵples 
include Dune, Star Wars, Star Trek, Geoƌge ‘.‘ MaƌtiŶ͛s Westeƌos, ‘oďeƌt E. Hoǁaƌd͛s 
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HǇďoƌiaŶ Age, TolkieŶ͛s ͚Fiƌst, “eĐoŶd oƌ Thiƌd ages,͛ Edgaƌ ‘iĐe Buƌƌoughs͛ ĐitǇ of Ashaiƌ, 
and many more besides. All are considered legitimate imaginary worlds.  
OŶ the otheƌ haŶd, Wolf Ŷotes that ͚ŵaŶǇ fiĐtioŶal Đities aƌe less isolated iŶ 
͞seĐoŶdaƌiŶess͛͟:  
 
“tepheŶ KiŶg͛s Castle ‘oĐk, JohŶ Updike͛s EastǁiĐk, aŶd GaƌƌisoŶ Keilloƌ͛s Lake 
Wobegon, for example, are much closer to towns of the Primary World, both 
geogƌaphiĐallǇ aŶd ĐoŶĐeptuallǇ, aŶd aƌguaďlǇ faƌ less ͚seĐoŶdaƌǇ͛ thaŶ the 
other examples mentioned above. Only a more inclusive definition of secondary 
world would include them, and then only because their authors have set 
multiple stories in them and developed them to a greater degree than most 
fiĐtioŶal toǁŶs oƌ Đities […] As seĐoŶdaƌiŶess is a ŵatteƌ of degƌee, it ŵay be 
more useful to arrange fictional worlds along a spectrum of attachment to, or 
reliance on, the Primary World (as we know it) and its defaults (2012: 26-27, 
our italics).  
 
Although in principle Wolf recognises that fictional worldbuilding exists on a spectrum and 
does Ŷot ĐoŵpletelǇ ƌule out otheƌ Ŷaƌƌatiǀes, ǁe ƌejeĐt the pƌeŵise of ͚seĐoŶdaƌiŶess͛ as a 
kiŶd of “uǀiŶiaŶ ͚ĐogŶitiǀe estƌaŶgeŵeŶt͛, iŶ faǀouƌ of the ͚ŵoƌe iŶĐlusiǀe͛ studǇ of 
worldbuilding that Wolf seems to dismiss.  
 To touch on the Primary World model for a moment, it seems to us that this is an 
esseŶtialist paƌadigŵ, as if ͚ƌealitǇ͛ is a ĐoŶĐƌete ŵaŶifestatioŶ that ǁe all shaƌe aŶd iŶhaďit. 
As ŵaŶǇ soĐial ĐoŶstƌuĐtioŶists haǀe aƌgued, theƌe ŵight ǁell ďe aŶ ͚oďjeĐtiǀe͛ ƌealitǇ as a 
single ǁoƌld ͚iŶ ƌespeĐt of ďasiĐ aǆes of tiŵe aŶd spaĐe͛ ;GiddeŶs, ϭϵϵϭ: ϱͿ, ďut ͚ǁe͛, as iŶ 
the huŵaŶ speĐies, do Ŷot haǀe aĐĐess to it ďeĐause ǁe aƌe ͚ďoƌŶ iŶto laŶguage,͛ as JaĐƋues 
Lacan would have it (Storey, 2008: 103).  We obviously agree on a great deal of things, but, 
at the saŵe tiŵe, a uŶitaƌǇ ͚ǁoƌld͛ is ͚oŶe ǁhiĐh Đƌeates Ŷeǁ foƌŵs of fƌagŵeŶtatioŶ aŶd 
dispeƌsal͛ ;GiddeŶs, ϭϵϵϭ: ϱͿ. HeŶĐe, the so-Đalled `pƌiŵaƌǇ ǁoƌld͛ is ŶothiŶg of the soƌt. 
What ǁe eǆpeƌieŶĐe as ͚ƌealitǇ͛ – and we cannot go into this philosophical debate beyond 
the rudimentary – is a ͚sǇŵďoliĐ oƌgaŶizatioŶ of the ‘eal,͛ ͚aŶ iŶteƌsuďjeĐtiǀe Ŷetǁoƌk of 
ŵeaŶiŶgs,͛ as opposed to aŶ oďjeĐtiǀe oŶtologiĐal sǇsteŵ shaƌed ďǇ all. As “toƌeǇ eǆplaiŶs, 
͚oŶĐe ǁe eŶteƌ laŶguage, the ĐoŵpleteŶess of the ‘eal is goŶe foƌeǀeƌ͛ ;ϮϬϬϴ: ϭϬϯͿ.  
If we each have different experiences, beliefs and world-ǀeƌsioŶs ǁith ǁhiĐh ǁe ͚see͛ 
ƌealitǇ, theŶ theƌe is ͚Ŷo pƌiŵaƌǇ ƌeal ǁoƌld ǁhiĐh ǁe suďseƋueŶtlǇ suďjeĐt to ǀaƌious foƌŵs 
of ƌepƌeseŶtatioŶ͛ ;AŶdƌeǁs, ϭϵϴϰ: ϯϴͿ. MoǀiŶg fƌoŵ Wolf͛s ŵoŶistiĐ uŶitaƌǇ ǁoƌld aŶd 
toǁaƌds NelsoŶ GoodŵaŶ͛s pluƌalistiĐ aĐĐouŶt iŶ Ways of Worldmaking: each of us makes 
͚the ǁoƌld͛ fƌoŵ the flotsaŵ aŶd jetsaŵ of eǀeƌǇdaǇ life; fƌoŵ aǀailaďle data; fƌaŵes of 
reference; from the social, the cultural and the ideological; from much more besides. There 
aƌe ŵaŶǇ diffeƌeŶt ͚ǁoƌld-ǀeƌsioŶs͛ ;oƌ ǀeƌsioŶs of the ǁoƌldͿ. As GoodŵaŶ Đlaiŵs: ͚We aƌe 
not speaking in terms of multiple possible alternatives to a single actual world but of 
multiple actual ǁoƌlds. Hoǁ to iŶteƌpƌet suĐh teƌŵs as ͞ƌeal͟, ͞uŶƌeal͟, ͞fiĐtiǀe͟,͛ aŶd 
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͞possiďle͟ is a suďseƋueŶt ƋuestioŶ͛ ;ϭϵϳϴ: ϮͿ. Fƌoŵ suĐh a peƌspeĐtiǀe, theŶ, the ͚pƌiŵaƌǇ 
ǁoƌld͛ fƌagŵeŶts aŶd fƌaĐtuƌes iŶto a ͚ŵultipliĐitǇ of ǁoƌlds͛ ;iďidͿ.  
Equally, while the distiŶĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ ͚fiĐtioŶal͛ aŶd ͚ŶoŶ-fiĐtioŶal͛ ǁoƌlds ǁould ďe 
easy to take for granted, several of our articles here show that line to be far more nuanced. 
Audiences, after all, routinely use fiction to make sense of the world they actually live in, 
and – as demonstrated by the other themed section in this issue of Participations ;oŶ ͚liǀe 
ĐiŶeŵa͛Ϳ – there are countless examples of storytelling where the boundaries between 
fiction and non-fiction are incredibly difficult to discern. It is clear, then, that when it comes 
to ŶaǀigatiŶg oƌ ͚usiŶg͛ iŵagiŶaƌǇ ǁoƌlds, teǆtual/ Ŷaƌƌatiǀe aŶalǇses ĐaŶ oŶlǇ take us so faƌ. 
They can certainly help to develop blueprints and frameworks that are also candidates for 
ethnographic testing, but their conclusions are frequently challenged by the heterogeneous 
behaviours, activities and responses of actual audiences. This brings us to our third, and 
probably most important point. 
 
Intervention 3: Explore worldbuilding in the context of real audiences 
For all of their stƌeŶgths, ďoth “aleƌ aŶd Wolf͛s ďooks eŵphasize the ďehaǀiouƌs of faŶs ďǇ 
constructing an imaginary audience of imaginary worlds. Generalisations and assumptions 
abound in both works. Our central goal was therefore to test existing theorizations about 
worldbuilding against studies of real audiences and fan cultures. What exactly is the 
ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ ǁhat “aleƌ Đalls ͚geogƌaphies of the iŵagiŶatioŶ͛ ;ϮϬϭϮ: ϰͿ aŶd those 
who actually engage with them? 
As Jenkins remarks in relation to transmedia storytelliŶg, ͚the [fiĐtioŶal] ǁoƌld is 
bigger than the film, bigger even than the franchise – since fan speculations and 
elaďoƌatioŶs also eǆpaŶd the ǁoƌld iŶ a ǀaƌietǇ of diƌeĐtioŶs͛ ;ϮϬϬϲ: ϭϭϲͿ. IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, 
imaginary worlds are at least partly the product of audience engagement, and so it would be 
remiss to exclude those engagements from our studies. Following Martin Barker, we 
ĐoŶteŶd that studǇiŶg oŶe side of the dialogiĐ ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ teǆt/audieŶĐe ͚ǁould 
be like listening to one end of a telephone conversation without thinking about the other 
peƌsoŶ͛s paƌt͛ ;ϭϵϴϵ: ϮϲϭͿ. Like the falliŶg tƌee iŶ the eŵptǇ foƌest, iŵagiŶaƌǇ ǁoƌlds do Ŷot 
eǆist ͚soŵeǁheƌe out theƌe͛ iŶ the ŵultifaƌious teǆts of Đultuƌe, ďut iŶ the ƌelaǇ ďetǁeeŶ 
author and audience, within the imaginations of readers, viewers, players, and participants.  
How, precisely, do audiences explore imaginary worlds, and in what ways do people 
͚use͛ iŵagiŶaƌǇ ǁoƌlds iŶ theiƌ eǀeƌǇdaǇ liǀes? Hoǁ ĐaŶ ǁe ďegiŶ to deǀelop ŵethodologiĐal 
instruments to capture the way in which, not only fans, but audiences, regularly visit and 
explore the vistas and visions of imaginary fiction? Generally, what do they get out of it? 
These are the questions we had in mind when we drafted our call for papers. Just what 
would we get? Would it be all science fiction and fantasy?  
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Overview of the themed section  
We were impressed and buoyed by the range of proposals that were submitted. Of course, 
we did receive proposals for articles on audiences of Game of Thrones, Buffy the Vampire 
Slayer, TeƌƌǇ PƌatĐhett͛s DisĐǁoƌld, FƌaŶk L. Bauŵ͛s LaŶd of Oz aŶd Star Wars. That was to 
be expected and welcomed, if only to test the claims made by others. Yet, in the main, the 
proposals were fascinatingly diverse in terms of focus. So, we may have the Lord of the 
Rings films represented – and as one of the most successful and critically acclaimed 
franchises of all time, why not? – but in this case Daniel White provides an analysis of the 
ways in which different audiences feel able to inhabit Middle-Eaƌth thƌough Hoǁaƌd “hoƌe͛s 
music. Similarly, Casey McCormick͛s aƌtiĐle oŶ Fringe and Carmen Spanó͛s pieĐe oŶ Game of 
Thrones approach their respective fantasy worlds through a discussion of how audiences 
respond to and navigate diegetic complexity, with both sets of viewers ultimately playing 
important roles in linking multiple texts and storylines together.  
We were also pleased to be able to feature articles by EǀelyŶ O͛Malley (on outdoor 
performances of Shakespeare), Gill Jamieson and Ann McVitie (on immersive fandom at the 
Noir City film festival), and Craig Norris (on yaoi fandom and media tourism). These pieces 
are not only noteworthy for moving beyond the usual definitions of fantasy and science 
fiction texts, but all three provide fasĐiŶatiŶg eǆaŵples of the ǁaǇs iŶ ǁhiĐh ͚iŵagiŶaƌǇ 
ǁoƌlds͛ ďleed iŶto, oǀeƌlap ǁith aŶd iŶteƌtǁiŶe ǁith ͚ƌeal-ǁoƌld͛ loĐatioŶs. While ǁe did Ŷot 
explicitly set out to explore historical approaches to world-building when planning this 
project, the standard of proposals we received in this area really intrigued us. As such, we 
are delighted to be able to include articles by Fabrice Lyczba ;oŶ ͚saŶdďoǆ speĐtatoƌship͛ 
and 1930s film serials) and Nancy Reagin (on German fans of the American West 
throughout the Twentieth Century). Both persuasively demonstrate that audience 
explorations of imaginary worlds significantly pre-date the era of convergence and 
paƌtiĐipatoƌǇ Đultuƌe, ǁith ‘eagiŶ͛s eǀeŶ shoǁiŶg hoǁ this fuŶĐtioŶed tƌaŶsŶatioŶallǇ aŶd 
transmedially. The section also features an interview between academic Dan Hassler-Forest 
and Steve Coulson, Creative Director of Campfire – a Toronto-based company specialising in 
participatory storytelling. Finally, the section concludes with two book reviews. The first is 
Martin Barker͛s ƌeǀieǁ of Mark J.P. Wolf͛s Building Imaginary Worlds, which also features a 
follow-up ƌespoŶse fƌoŵ Wolf, ǁho addƌesses aŶd ƌeďuts soŵe of Baƌkeƌ͛s ĐoŶĐeƌŶs. Last, 
but by no means least, we have Bethan Jones͛ adǀaŶĐe ƌeǀieǁ of Dan Hassler-Forest͛s 
forthcoming book Science Fiction, Fantasy, and Politics: Transmedia World-Building Beyond 
Capitalism. 
As proud as we are with the work featured in this section, we have no desire to be 
the final word on this topic. On the contrary, we call for scholars of imaginary worlds – 
especially those working in related areas such as transmedia studies – to make a more 
concerted effort to integrate studies of audiences into their analyses of multi-platform 
stoƌǇtelliŶg. If ͚ǁe͛ƌe all geeks Ŷoǁ,͛ as “aleƌ attests (2012: 3), then engaging with imaginary 
worlds is fundamental to our engagement with popular culture, and accordingly, the range 
of worlds we are studying needs to expand swiftly. If, on the other hand, audiences are still 
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extremely fragmented and unpredictable in their choices of (and responses to) imaginary 
worlds, then we need to adapt our research methods to allow us to capture this diversity as 
it spreads across texts, media and genres. Either way, there is plenty of work to be done.  
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Notes: 
                                                          
1 As a method of worldbuilding, the transmedia model has influenced an armada of publications in 
the last decade or so, including:  
(a) Manuals specifically catering towards wannabe transmedia creators working in the media 
industries. See, for example: A Creator’s Guide to TraŶsmedia Storytelling: How to Captivate and 
Engage Audiences Across Multiple Platforms (Phillips, 2012), Transmedia 2.0: How to Create an 
Entertainment Brand Using a Transmedial Approach to Storytelling (Bernardo, 2014), Transmedia: 
One Story – Many Media (Dowd, 2015), and Getting Started in Transmedia Storytelling: A Practical 
Guide for Beginners (Pratten, 2015). 
;ďͿ ͚Hoǁ to͛ guides to deǀisiŶg fiĐtioŶal ǁoƌlds, ofteŶ pƌoduĐed ďǇ suĐĐessful ;sĐieŶĐe fiĐtioŶ aŶd 
fantasy) authors and aimed largely at non-professional writers. For written examples, see: Jeff 
VaŶŵdeƌŵeeƌ͛s Wonderbook: The Illustrated Guide to Creating Imaginative Fiction (2013); Mark 
‘oseŶfeldeƌ͛s The Planet Construction Kit ;ϮϬϭϬͿ; OƌsoŶ “Đott Caƌd͛s How to Write Science Fiction 
and Fantasy (200ϱͿ; Adaŵ ‘oďeƌts͛ Writing Science Fiction and Fantasy: Create Fantastic Worlds and 
Stories ;ϮϬϭϰͿ; Mattheǁ WaǇŶe )elzŶiĐk͛s Worldbuilding for Writers, Gamers and Other Creators 
;ϮϬϭϯͿ; Jaŵie BuĐkleǇ͛s Worldbuilding Basics (2014) and Advanced Worldbuilding (2014); Sarah 
KleiŶ͛s Eight Day Genesis: A Worldbuilding Codex for Writers and Creators ;ϮϬϭϮͿ ;͚Ǉou ǁaŶt to ŵake 
a fiĐtioŶal ǁoƌld? TǁeŶtǇ authoƌs ǁaŶt to help!͛Ϳ; aŶd aŶ aŶthologǇ of essaǇs ďǇ gaŵiŶg desigŶeƌs, 
The Kobald Guide to Worldbuilding (2012).  
Foƌ oŶliŶe souƌĐes, see, foƌ eǆaŵple: “iŵoŶ PƌoǀeŶĐhaƌ͛s ͚Woƌldďuildeƌ͛ ďlog 
;ǁoƌldďuildiŶgďlog.ĐoŵͿ, ǁhiĐh pƌoŵises to ͚pƌoǀide Ǉou ǁith the tools aŶd ŵeaŶs to Đƌeate Ǉouƌ 
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own fictional setting, as well as promote the sharing of ideas and literature associated with 
ǁoƌldďuildiŶg͛; OŶ Reddit, aŶ eŶtiƌe suďƌeddit iŶǀites ͚geeks and nerds, artists, writers, philosophers, 
politiĐiaŶs aŶd sĐieŶtists alike͛ to ͚[shaƌe] Ǉouƌ ǁoƌlds aŶd [disĐuss] the ŵaŶǇ aspeĐts of ĐƌeatiŶg 
Ŷeǁ uŶiǀeƌses͛ (https://www.reddit.com/r/worldbuilding); And on YouTube, a series of lectures on 
worldbuilding, created by popular fantasy novelist Brandon Sanderson, are available 
(https://www.youtube.com/user/BrandSanderson), as well as a cornucopia of other instructional 
videos. 
(c) So much academic literature examining the multifarious ways in which the media landscape is 
responding and adapting to new modes of convergence and transmediation, that we may be said to 
ďe iŶ the ŵidst of a ͚tƌaŶsŵedia tuƌŶ͛ (Fast and Örnebring, 2015). See, for example: Transmedia 
Television: Audiences, New Media and Daily Life (Evans, 2013), Transmedia Television: New Trends in 
Network Television Production (Clarke, 2013), Transmedia Archeology: Storytelling in the Borderlines 
of Science Fiction, Comic Books and Pulp Magazines (Scolari, Bertetti and Freeman, 2014), Fantastic 
Transmedia: Narrative, Play and Memory Across Science Fiction and Fantasy Storyworlds (Harvey, 
2015), Science Fiction, Fantasy and Politics: Transmedia Worldbuilding Beyond Capitalism (Hassler-
Forest, 2016), collected editions, Storyworlds Across Media: Towards a Media-Conscious Narratology 
(Ryan and Thon, 2014) and Storytelling in the Age of Media Convergence: Exploring Screen Narratives 
(Pearson and Smith, 2015). 
2 That God is the ͚authoƌ͛ – the liteƌal ͚authoƌ-God͛ – of the Primary World is addressed in Martin 
Baƌkeƌ͛s ƌeǀieǁ of Building Imaginary Worlds in this Themed-Section of Participations. 
